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INTRODUCTIO.

'Linguistic a ility, is a widely used, frequently misused, and moreover,
ambiguous te in educational thought and foreign language literature. .

4

It is a term co monly heard among teachers referring to the assumed
capabilities and or achievement level of certain classes and particular
students. Most equently, 'linguistic ability' is defined in terms of
the achievement o certain Linguage goals which are deemed worthiest by
those.set-4ng the oal. The meaning of 'linguistic ability' tends to be
quite arbitrary. r example,, the teacher who believes the worthiest
goal of la Age st dy to be aural/oral communication would define a
student's '1 ftguisti ability' in terms of his achievement in speaking
nd comprthe ding spiken language. On the other hand, the teacher who
elieves the orthie goal of language learning to be comprehending
he thoughts.Conve -. through literature would define Ilinguistid

ability' in te ,. of a student's performance in comprehending and
_conveyingconveying literary thought.

Where one unfamiliar with the particular goal selec\tion of the user comes
pon a reference to 'linguistic ability', it is difficult to know just -

what the user means by the term. Similarly, when a foreign language
course is directed to 'gifted' students or students of 'marked
linguistic ability', what qualities or characteristics the potential
student supposed to possess? Is'he supposed to have the potential of
being a good writer? or of being a literary scholar? or of being a
comOeherlding and discerning listener? or of being a fluent speaker? or
of being able to acquire a nativelike pronunciation ?o -r do we simplj mean
he is supposed to possess an above average I.Q.???

The meaning of 'linguistic ability' is further complicated by its
association with a variety 'of other factors, Such as sex, musical
training; I.Q., bilingualism and interest in FL study, which may lot be
relevant to all situations. Are generalized beliefs such as that_igirls

"are innately ,better at FL study' really relevant or helpful tote: hing
a foreign language in a particular school?

--__

In accordance with the educational docirtne,of 'equality of oppor ity
all adolescents', our main task is to seek ways of making FL

study relevant and appropriate to all students, across the abilit
range. This 'ability range' refers to the range of all students oss
the state and across the country, rather than to the limited range =f

'.students presently enrolled in FL classes. To this end, we need t
clarify our understanding of 'linguistic ability' so that our best'
.intentions for Fl.,,iiinoVationS will not be defeated by misconceptio

which limit the sphere Of those whom we consider to be 'Ilinguisti
able'.

---
This confusion surrounding "linguistic ability' has led me to cond
the present investigation into language aptitutde testingsing a up

5
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of lower SES Form I students. A test group that was non-srepresentative
:-,reseLt foreign language enrolments from Form II - Form VI was

:refera:_,Ie for several reasons. Many foreign language educators assume
that certain relationships exist between I.Q., language aptitude

_rest in FL study, and interest in a variety of othbr
scho suL,:ects. These assumed relationships operate to designate
1,- Lcitly and explicitly, those who are not 'linguistically able' and

se wh:, are 'language material': If evidence from one school shows
nat these a'ssumptions are.neither relevant nor helpful in a specific

i-itation, and that actual student patterns of responses in a given
school deviate .from, the assumed patterns, then we may legitimately raise
serious questions regarding the validity of ,Isameness' of FL curricula
for every'school and replace the elitist concept of FL study,, FL success,
and FL ability, with a realistic approach to teaching foreign languages
across the ability range.

LINGUISTIC ABILITY IN THE SYLLABI

The term Ilinguistic'abilityl often appears in the preamdes of foreign
language syllabi to designate which students should enter in which
course or level of study, and what their goals of study should be. The

following excerpts from FL syllabi exemplify the vagueness communicated
by the term.

"The 2 Unit Course... caters for students of better than average,

linguistic ability.

The 3 Unit Course...caterS for students of marked-linguistic
ability.

The 2 Unit A Course...is designed f r those who.have an interest
in the study of Hebrew. (N. S. W. Heb syllabus for Form V

and Form VI.)
Taken in context it is implied, by the prgre ss of elimination, that
students enrolling in the above
or below average 'linguistic ability'.

2 Unit A course should be of average

Similarly, the preamble of the new German syllabus in N.S.W. for Fbrm V
and Fbrm VI states:

"...The 2 Unit Course is the Core Course and is intended for those
with linguistic and literary interest and ability; the 2 Unit
A course is...fbr those who do not seek training in written
expression in German but in reading German texts for general
interest or for specific purposesThe 3 Unit Course is...

, intended for those with outstanding linguistic ability."

Inman analogous statement, the preamble to the Greek syllabus in N.S.W.
for Fbrm V and Fbrm VI pmits the word 'linguistic' altogether:

6
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"The 3 Unit Course is intended for students of marked ability who.
wish to study -the subject in greater depth than the 2 Unit
Course."

The most curious aspect of the myth Surrounding 'linguistic ability'
is that it often appears to be defined after-the-fact; that is, we often
implicitly assume that those who study a foreign language at an advanced
level and succeed have 'marked linguistic ability' while those who do
not succeed or do not study at an advanced level do not have 'marked

a linguistic ability'. Yet concomitantly, somehow a prior designation
of one's /linguistic ability' strongly suggests the course of foreign
language study a student will follow, if he will follow one at all.

An analysis of the context, in which the term 'linguistic ability' is
used here in New South Wales and the criteria by which it is measured,
discloses the operational definition to be 'fluency in conveying,
graphics ly, one's comprehension of language which is presented
graphic y.' When 'linguistic ability' does not communicate this
specials meaning, it most frequently becomes synonymous with the term
'general intelligence' or 'I.Q.' The definition tends to be circular.
The accuracy of these definitions are insured by means of the'goals set
and the measures of success.

EFFECTS OF USING THE TERM 'LINGUISTIC ABILITY'

While the definition of the term appears ambiguous, the effects of its
'usage a not. Each year fewer students enter our language classes

Alio
as the geG ral secondary population increases iii size and diversity.
The elusive 'linguistic ability' phenomenon becomes transmitted to the
students, and by the time of Form II and Form V foreign language,elec-
tion, the average student feels that he would not be suited to such
study nor would such study be relevant to him. While those who do
enrol comprise the highest I.Q. group in the curriculum across the State
of N.S.W., large proportions of language students finish their courses
with feelings of inadequacy because only a few are considered to possps
'marked linguistic ability' from the beginning, and those remaining
are considered 'averse' or 'poor'. (See Robinson, 1973.)

The situation parallels only too disturbingly Benjamin Bloom's
observation of the American school system;

"Each teacher begins a new term (or course) with the
eloedtation that about a third of his students will
adequately learn what he has to teach. He expects

about a third of his students to fail or to just
'get by'. Finally, he expects another third to
learn a good deal of what he has to teach, but not
enough to be regarded as 'good students' This set
of expectations, supported by school policies and
practices in grading, becomes transmitted to the
students throUgh the grading procedures and through
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the methods and materials of instruction. The
system creates a self-fulling prophecy such that
the final sorting ofktudents through the gr ng
process becomes approximately equivalent to t e
original expectations.

This set of expectations, -which fixes' the cademig
goals of teachers and students, is the t wasteful ,

and destructive aspect of the present e cational system.
,. It reduces the aspiration of both teat rs and

students; it reduces motivation for learning in
r students; and it systematically destroys the ego and

self-concept of a sizeable group of students who attend
school ... under conditions which and f'rus ng and
humiliating year after year (Bloom, 1968).

Considering the, selectivity of the foreign language candidatures
at both the school certificate and higher school certificate levels, 1

these expectations are particularly devastating. The 'ordinary' foreign
language student, even in the bottom third of the classroom, is generally
an average or above average student in terms of general intelligence
and in termbof the general student population. The lack of success, and
feelings of inadequacy he may experience lead not only toe. negative
attitude toward foreign languages, but possibly also toward the people .

who speak them.(See Lambert and Gardner,1962)

Thusour strategies for providing a modicum of 'bilingual /bicultural''
experiences for our secondary school students have been self-defeating.
Likewise has our effort to instil in our students.a desire for
continued learning been self-defeating.

The nsequences of categorizing students and determining curricula
on th basis of a generalized concept such as 'linguistic ability',
which i at best,, misunderstood and ill-defined, are too serious to be
ignored We need to seek an alternative to general 'ability'
classi ications.

LANGUAGE APTITUDE - A DEFINITION

In order to avoid the.dangere of past associations with the tern, we
shall replace the ambiguous term 'linguistic ability' with 'la
aptitude', since the latter has been the subject of research aTage
examination for s years, and thus lends itself to a more objective
definition. .(Car of and Sapon, 1958, Carroll, 1963, 1971; 'Pimsleur,
1964, 1966.)

For those who may oppose this replacement on the grounds that 'linguistic
ability' is of a different nature than 'language aptitude', a reference

8
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to the actual term 'linguistic' may be relevant,

In Webster's Unabridged Dictionary, 'linguistic' is defined as:

"of or relating to language or to the knowledge or -

study or languages; relating to linguistics or to
the affinities of languages.

(Websterie Dictionary,
p.1.315)

'Linguistics' is defined as:

"the study of human speech in its various aspects
(as the units, nature, structure and modification of.
language, languages, or a language including esp. .--

such factor's as phonetics, phonology, morphology, /
accent, syntax, semantics, general or philosophical
grammar, called also lingUistic science, science -/,

of language". z
(Ibid. p. 1316) /

--,.

'Ability' is defined as:

"1 the quality or state of being able
2 natural talent or acquired proficiency, esp.
in a particular work or activity: aptitude."

(Ibid. p.3)

Thus; one's aptitude for learning languages should, according to
Webster's definition, equate one's 'linguistic ability'.

Pedagogically speaking, how can we define language aptitude so that
its usage may be helpful in determining languige curricula and in
designating the characteristics of students for whom specific classes
are designed?

The first important point to be made is that language aptitude is
defined in terms of the time it takes to master a foreign language.
,(See previous discussion in STATE OF THE ART, 1973, p. 17-18).
Contrary to popular belief, it is a cOMpclite of psycholinguistic
abilities which everyone possesses.

far as is known', any individual who is able to
use his mother tcngue in the ordinary affairs of
everyday life can also aaiwirela reasonable
approximation to competence in a second
language, given time and opportunity to do it."
(Carroll, 1958, Manual, p.21)

r
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Individuals) vary'only in the degree of language which can be acquiredwithin even'period of time only under equal conditions of motivationand uality of instructions.(Carro11,1963;
Bloom,/1968.) That 'is, ifivation'is enhanced and instruction is modified to attend to the'special characteristics of the individual or the group, there is noevidence to suggest that pupils of different initial language aptitudelevels will not master a similar amount of language within a given-timeperiod.

It is considered that only 1% to 5% at the bottom extreme have specialdisabilities for particular /ea'rning. Similarly, only 1% to at thetop are considered likely to have a special talent for th subject.(Bloom, 1968 .)

COMPONENTS OF LANGUAGE_APTITUDE

The factor-analytic studies conducted by Carroll and Sapon vedetermined that the composite of abilities termed flan e aptitudesis made up of "several
relatively independent abilied". (Carroll,1958.) "Those that have been most clearly identified are phoneticodrng ability, grammatical sensitivity, and active ability."rroll, 1973). Carroll defines phonetic,6oding

ability as' "theabi 'ty to identify, and store in long-tem memory, new language soundsor st ings of sounds."
Grammatical ,sensitivity is defined as "theindividual's ability to demonstrate his awareness'of the syntacticalpatterning of sentences in a language and of the grammatical functionof individual elements in a sentence." (Ibid ) The third factoraccording to Carroll is inductive ability, w i h in the case of languagelearning is "the ability to examine language ma rial (in eitherauditory or printed form) and from this to notice nd i ifypatte is of correspondences and relationships invol g either meaningOr tical form". (Ibid.)

1 and Sapon designed the MODERN LANGUAGE APTITUDE TEST (KAT),o measure these abilities by means of a five-part test including'number learning, phonetic script, spelling clues, words in sentenand paired associates. j,See Carroll and Sapon, 1958, ItamfaI, p.3 fade0Oription of each subtext.)

Th ough a series of research studies, Dr, Paul Pimsleur and his
a pociates concluded that'"aptitude for learning modern foreignlapguages could be defined in terms of three main factors: (1) erintelligence, that is, the knoWledge of words and the ability o ,-.mason analytically in using verbal matetials: (2) motivation, anpression of interest in studying a modern foreign language; and) auditory ability, the ability to receive and process informationt trough the ear." (Pimsleur, 1966b, Manual, p.1A.)

e PIMSLEUR LANGUAGE APTITUDE BATTERY (FLAB), developed for usees 7-12, contains five subtests to assess different as
ese'factors. These are:
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Interest in learning a foreign language - designed to give an --

indication of a student's motivation

Vocabulary - word knowledge in English, designed, along with the ///ry
following section on language analysis, to provide inforMation regarding

a student's verbal ability and his ability to handle the mechanics of a

foreign language

ian..euage analysis - ability to reason logically in terms of a foreign

language.

Sound discrimination - ability to learn new phonetic distinctions and

to recognize them in different contexts, designed to test the student's-
.

ability to hear and retain npw sounds.

Sound-symbol Association - an association of sounds with their written'

symbols, designed to measure a student's ability to associate English-

language sounds with their written symbols. (Pimsleur 1966b, MANUAL,

pp. 3, 10-, 14.)

According to the author, scones from the v cabulary subtest and the

language analysis subt c combined Ito give a single Verbal

ability score. Simil rly, scores on the Sound discrimination subtest

and the sound-symbol association subtest'can be combined to give a

single auditory,score. These combined cores may serve to identify

"those who may do well and those who m y do poorly in the listening

and speaking phases of language learni g" and similarly, those who'

may do well and those who may do poorly in the reading and writing

phases of language learning. The validity of using s

in all schools will be examined in the present study.

..

The - 'verbal intelligence' factor defined by Pithsleur ap ears to

include both the 'grammatical sen tivity' and 'inducts ability'

factors identifiedby Carroll and Sapon. Similarly, e auditory

ability factor identified by Pimsleur and associates. appears to

approximate the 'phonetic coding ability' factor identified by Carroll

and Sapon. Carroll also underlinesthe role of motivation in foreign

language achievement in his MODEL OF SCHOOZ LEARNING. Additionally the

relativejy low intercortelations of the parts within'both the MLAT and

the PLAB prdvide evidence that the abilities measured by each subtest

arerelatively independent. Thus, we may concldde that the

investigations of Carroll and Sapon, and Pimsleur and associates

have led to similar findings regarding the-nature of a student's

potential achievement in foreign language study.

LANGUAGE APTITUDE vs I.R.

The,redearch conducted by Carroll and Sapon as yell as that of Pimsleur

and associate s have led the researches to conclude that

11
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general intelligence or 'I.Q.' may not be used as a synonym for
tlanguage aptitude' nor is it the`tain associate of 'language aptitude'.

/ Carroll stated, that:'

7aci/ity in learning to speak and understand a FL is a
fairly specialized talent (or group of talents)
relatively independemt of those traits ordinarily

:,,included under intelligence." (Carroll,.1963.)

Carroll, however, has stated that the 'inductive 'ability factor' found
through his factor - analytic study of language aptitude is the component /
of langugge aptitude which pis probably most associated with general
intelligence. (Carroll, 1973.) (Evidence from:the present study, wh'
does not support this assumption will be discussed under 'finding

"According to Pimsleur's investigation on Underachievement in FL
learning,

"There does exist a 'talent' for learning foreign
languages - that is, a special factor beyond
intelligence and industriousness which accounts
for how well an individual succeeds in a language
course. Our evidence indicates this s ear. 1 factor
is itory abiiity, which may berdefined as he
abilit to leceive and process information throUgh
the r." (Pimsleur, 1964 p. 13.)

The present research does not deny the existence of a general
relationship between I.Q. and language aptitde. Bey citing the abov
I aim to stress that research to the pregent has found no peculiarly
strong relationyhip between I.Q. and ones ability to master a.fore.gn
language - no more so than in the case/of learning in other areas
the curriculum.

0
"Within very broad' limits, of cokrse, I.Q or ..

'intelligence' is q correlate/of fbrei language success,
but it is much less.related to lb language success
than it is to many other'types re ool.courses ...

Most of.the commonly employed- fin lligencetests measure
a number of abilities eimult sly - verbal ability,'
reasoning ability, memory abi ity, and others.. While,
a few of these abilities maybe relevant to foreign
language success, most are not and their net effect is
to depress the' correlation of intelligence with fbrei
language success." 1 (Carroll and Sapon, 1959 Manual p.22.)

It is interesting to note that measures of numerical
comprise one -half. of the'sta;hdard intelligence tests

,

12
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In irder to examine the relationship of I.Q. and language aptitude

owithin the educational and social context of a particular school,

the present experimental study compares I.Q. with measures of each

tndividual component of lanpage aptitude as wei.1 as with other

%.,ariables considered to load h4vilS, on I.QZ,s\ich as motivational

orientaticn toward FL study, school aspiration, and faourite subjects

in school. In this particular school, I.Q. nas little relationship to

the--other variables

POTENTIAL DANGERS OF LANGUAGE APTITUDE TE2TING

Warning about tests V
Anyform of student testing can to a eazardous Aetivity if the results

are not interpreted cautiously. It is well known that-judgements made

on the -:ery best tests are fallibly, and we must be careful to give

test results no more significance than they deserve. The careful

qualifications of the authors of any wellconstructed test are some

tites in the final interpretation of the test results by the

user.

ing of-the PIMSLEUR UNGUAGE APTITUDE BATTERY, the author

It should be stressed... that scores for this Language Aptitude

Test,'Zike the results of any test, are merely data about

students... the test scores by themselves provide no clear-cut

solutions to educational pralers, nor can tftly be expected to

point in meti:onical fashion to ,appropriate acTior to be taken by

teachers or other school personnel." (Pimsleur, Z966b, Manual,
p.7.)

There is a danger that test scores may be treated as definitive

statements 4hiah may lealcuto inflexible FL programs.

arroll similarly qualifies. the imprIcations-one may val ly make. 4

about the MODERN LANGUAGE AFTITUOPTE2T scores:

"The ?CAT does !EL/claim to say whether an indivzal h

'language block'-Or some inherited disposition or t

a .1

which

will prevent,ht.m.ftom learning a foreign langu . . t is simply

a asund of'the Present-statue respect to th'

°. (CaOiNotl and Sapon, 1959, Man,a1, p.20.)

omposfte. of abilities known as 'la e aptit4' only partially

is for foreign language achievemennIbther 'hazard ofjanguage

ude testing is that partial information may be rtreated as a

Vs total potential for success. ,

13



supporting a self-fulling prophecy

Possibly ''the greatest danger of language ap-itudeiftesting is that
the.data obtained could be used to facilitate teaching of the preset
suhject-centred goals rather than to faciiitate learning.cf.studentj
centred goals set according to student needs and specific learning
characteristics. What could'result by ranking-total scores is the
replacement of hierarchical 'ability' classifiCations based on
.Q. by,juerarchical 'language aptitude' classifications based on
e to results. Ranking students into three or four major categories

-a d On total test scores would assume that students are genera ly
'po r', 'good', or 'superior' on all parts of the language apt de

,tes , which may not be the case.

Hierarchical classifications may lead to. Izclusion fk-om Ft study of a
Large number df students (presumably thos ho ranked in the bottom
third) and/or discrimtlation against othets in terms of goals Set,,
method f instruction, and practices in grading. As Pimsleur states:

child Should be barred =n2m the-opportunity to study
a foreign Language." (Pimsleur, Z966a.)

This implies that no child should be barred either imphecitly by__
the setting of eels and standards inappropriate.to,him,'nor explicitly
on the basis of lcut.cffl scores which tend to exclude the bottom
thiri or fourth of an average group. In an educational system
built on the principle.of 'equality of education for all adolescents',,
it would appear that.'cut-offs'could apply only in the severest cases
of language retardation Where time mightbe more efficiently spent
in remedial training in the native language. What should be barred
according to such' an educational philosophy are unrealistic
expectations at both ends of the achievement scale.

"We have for so used the normal curve in grading students
that we have come to believe in it. Our achievement Measures
are designed to detect differences among our learners, euen if
the differences are triviaZ in terms of the Subjectmatter)-

If we are effective in bur'instruction, the distribution of
achievement should be very different from the norniZ curve. In
fact, we may even insist that our' educational efforts have been
unsuccessfia to the extent to which our distribution of
achievement approximates the normal distribution." (Bloom, 2968,

p.2.)
-

Y4



If we use language'aptitude test scores primarily for the purpose'of-
predicting the 'overall achieveMent of an individual, relative to

other individuals, we may rundthe risk of again categorising students
based on a generalbitd concept and-losing information regarding

' specific learning differences. It is this specific information which
may help us to improve the effectiveness of instruction for all students
across the ability range. ,Using general classifications which lack
such diagnostic information may insure a student's place in the
'ability range' and support the self-fulfilling prophecy which
encourages optimum achievement for some and discourages achievement
for others.

SPECIFIC OWLS OF TVF, PRESENT PROJECT - A SUMMARY

The specific gopds of this project are:

1) to determine the distribution of Language aptitude
across the ability range in an entire Form I of a
particular high school in the Sydney area serving a
predominantly lower SES community.

2) to determine the manner in which individual Scores
on the subtexts cluste that is,
i. to, determine whe Pimsleur's suggestions of

combined verbal ullitory scores valid j,_

represeniacombinations made by students in"a given
school, and

ii. to determine whether students are generally
consistent in.their pattern of scoring, being
consistently poor, average, or superior on all
subtests, thereby reflecting the *usefulness of
classifying students in a particular school on the
basis of total FLAB scores.

3) to systematise the pattern of individual student
Strengths and weaknesses in language aptitude, ,with
view to:
i. curriculum design- (say the instruction of units

of work for specific purposes)

ii. placement into qualitatively different FL classes
based on clustering of specific language aptitude
abilities.

4) to examine the relationship in the school" or I.Q.,
previously measured, to each component of language
aptitude and to examine the specific assumption that
the subtext on'ilanguage analysis' thought to involve
inductiVe reasoning ability and grimmaticatressoning.
ability is more highly correlated with I.Q. than the
other language aptitude variableain_the school.

15
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5) to examine'the interrelationship.in the school

between the specificsubtests of the PIAB with
musical training, bilingualism,' desire to elect FL

study in Fbim II before school intervention and
motivational orientation of that decision, school
'aspiration and vocational aspiration, in order to
establish the relevance of applying generalized beliefs
and general ability classifications to all school
situations. .

DESIGN

On two successive days during the first term of the 1974 school year,

the, Form I students of a co-educational high school in the outer

suburbs or Sydney responded to a questionnaire prepared by the

investigator .and the PII1SLEUR LANGUAGE APTITUDE BATTERY. (PTIB.)

Part 1 of the FLAB which requested ''grade -point - average' was excluded

due to a lack of this information. The 160 students tested were

engaged in the first term of a course entitled, 'An introduction to

foreign languages'. The same language?teaoher instructed all the

language classes.
-

The students ranged in I.Q. from 76 to 130+ with
equal to 100, which indicated that the group we

- population -in this regard. The standard deviat

than the normal S.D. of 15, which made the tea

less heterbgeneaus in I.Q. than is the entire

average .

representative of the

on was 4 points lesi
group just slightly
rm I population.

On the first day of,testing, the students completed a questionnaire

requesting information as to their language spoken at home, previous

second language training, musical trainpsigEtalide of school,

favourite and least favourite'subjects in ol, 'intention to elect

study for the coming year in Fbrm II and reasons for thisecision,

favourite and least favourite Components pt their present FL

instruction, intended length of stay at school, and vocational

aspiration. ti

-

The questionnaire also requested information regarding the students'

des4re to'tpivel'abroad and their impressions of and experiences

with people of different nationalities. (These findings will be

reported Separately and discussed at length in a forthcoming,paper.

,

On the second day of testing, 151 students in the test group respom

to the TINSLEUR LANGUAGE APTITUDE BITTER!, designed for use in Fbrme.

WTI (pr grades 7-12.) Nine studints of the total test group

.were absent'on7 this day. Additionally one-Class of ;8 students did

not coiplete the last subtest am sound-ey*ol associldation. .Therefort

total FLAB scores and patterns of individual response on the PLO

were not calculated for these 28 students. &Never, their scores

were included in all other calculations.

16
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The data were interpreted by a variety of analyses
2

Responses which

could be categorised ordinally were assigned numerical values.
Relationships between variables categorised 'ordinally were established

by means of correlation matrix. In the case of responses which had no

ordinal meafling, responses were grouped into non-ordinal categories-

that were operationally defined. Cateogries of responses for each

variable were then cross-tabbed with ordinal and non-ordinal

categories of responses on other individual variables. A profile of

responses for each student was_ established, and.all the variables were

analysed.by means of a clus/er analysis to see which variables formed

A maj6r groupings or clusters, and how they divided into subgroups or

smaller clusters. Additionally, individual- patterns of student

responses on the PLAB variables 3-6 were established by arranging each

student's scores from best to worst on the subtests for vocabulary,-:
language analysis, sound discrimination, and sound-symbol association. .

Comparability of these sub-tests which included unequal numbers of items

and unequal weightings was established by ranking the scores on each
subtest'and comparing the ranked scores for each,student.

be.

FINDINGS

The results of 'the study apply only - to the specific context irt-ch
they were obtained and may not generalized to-other-schools or'schools

in general. The purpose of the study is to debilitate the usage of
generalizations by investigating the particular characteristics of

students in one particular school. An underlying principle supporting
the study is that curriculum decisions should be as personal to irtie

needs of individual students as is possible and that uniform,ceettal-

ized decisions about 1L learning are partly responsible for the A
contemporary decline in student numbers.

All data were collected at the 'beginning of term I, prior to any

form of implicit or explicit school intervention regarding who
should elect FL study in Fbrm II The data only represents a

student's preSent status with r4ardto his school and vocational
aspirations and his intention to elect FL study in Fbrm II.

t
VARIAlLES SHOWING LITTLE IMPORTANCE IN THIS SCHOOL

Sex

In this particular study, sex was not related to any aspect of .

language aptitude, nor to-any form of school or vocational aspiratiOn.1C:'

The only difference_ that did appear revealed an interesting
juxtaposition of past findings (Wykes and King 1968.) There was\a slight

2 I am indebted to W. Peter Hall, Chief Research Officer, Centre for

ilisearCh in Learning and Instruction, N.S.W, Department of Education,

for the computer idevyzumming.
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tendency for boils to, be more interested in their prese FL .

instruction than girls, although girls found present study
slightly less difficult than boys as compared to t other studies.
Girls also tended to have more musical training outside of school than
boys.

Musical training

fn order to determine whether musical training outside of school
was related to ability to perforth auditory tasks for this group of
students, musical training was included in the study. No relationship
was observed between musical training and the subtest o sound
discrimination, sound-symbol association, or any other variable in the
study. This finding coincides with the recent findings of Jacobsen and
Imhoof, 1974, who did not find any relationship between proficiency in
speaking and musical training in their test grotp. Of course, in
both instances, degree of musical training might not reflect musical
ability.

Bilingualism

Unlike the findings of Jacobsen and Imhoof who found-a positive
relationship between proficiehcy in speaking and bilingualism

./
Mtained prior to the age of twelve, no relationship was observed
in the present study between,bilingua,lism'and any aspect of language
aptitude tested. The bilinguals-,::however, did show a slight tendency
to desire election of.FL in FOrm II more than the monolinguals.

Bilingualism was not negatively related (o I.Q. or any variable
of the study.. In fact, there lidia slight tendency for bilinguals to
plan one Wing in school long.Rrhan monolinguals for-this--gmoup,of2-
students. Bilinguals in this school were children of mi Wants.

Measures of I.Q. did not prove to be very helpful for foreign langu4ge
planning in this school. There was no relationship observed between
I.Q. and Pimsleurfirdeasure of interest.in learning a language or wi
a student's expressed desire to elect FL study in,Fbrm II. (It
must be stressed that thesi responses were obtained'prior to any form
of school intervention that,may occur at the actual point'of
choosineelective subjects.) Similarly; I.Q. did not appear to be
related lb a student's expresied difficulty of present FL instruction
as compared to his other subjects. A Pdrticularly interesting-finding
was the observed weak relationship between I.Q. and the FLAB subtest' .

on language analysis. which was designed to predict for one's ability
to handle the grammar of a language. In thib study, IiQ. was more
weakly related to the subtestoon 'language analysis' than to any of.
the other PIALB subtexts including vocabulary, sound discriMnation,
and sound-symbol association. -0

378
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Difficulty

The Students' expressed difficulty of the present FL instruction
as comparedto their other school subjects did not show any
relationship to,their expressed attitude toward election of FL study

in Fbrm II. Similarly, when asked to explain the reason for their
attitude, fewer students mentioned reasons of 'difficulty or ease' than
anything else mentioned.

Contrary to what one might expect if Sound discrimination were an
important component of the present language instruction, the bottom
third of students'on the sound discrimination task based FL.election/
.nonelection least 'of all on difficulty.

There was also no-observed relationship between expressed difficulty
and a student's I.Q. or his total PLAB score. The implication is
that within this particular test group,, generalised ability_in the form
of I.Q. or language aptitude does not necessarily relate to the degree
of difficulty_or ease a student encounters in his language study.
Other factors in-the learning environment itself, such as the planning
of effective instructionin terms of'goals and methods appropriate to
the students, may affect student experience more than his general
ability.

Utility

When students were asked to explain why they would or would not
like to elect FL study in Fbrm II, or what their decision would depend
upon if they were undecided, very few students based their decisidn
upon 'utility' e.g. degree of 'usefulness' of the subject for travel
or vocation. Out of the foUrcategories of responSes-expressed,
which included interest/noninterest; external conditi -ais; utility;

and difficulty, only 3.1 out of 160 students mentioned reasons relating
to 'utility'. In this school, lack of 'use' for a foreign language
does not appeir to be the main cause-for lack_of desire to enrol in
Fbrm II. .

VARIABLES SHOWING SALIENT IMPORTANCE IN'TRIS SCHOOL

The role" of int/rest

.

The finding most relevant to planning optimal FL instruction in this'
school is that interest _was more strongly related to a student's
intention to elect FL study in Fbrm II than any other variable'in the
study; including all the 'ability' variables.
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In a technological society becoming iii=rz more pragmatic, it
has often bedh claimed that scho courses mus come more practical
and useful in orientation if they are to motiv e and attract
students. Often the decline in FL study has b en attributed t lack
of direct usefulness of the. subject for vo oses, whil
those who try to encourage FL enrolmen s often appeal to the u fulness
of knowing another language for travel. This laiedoes no appear
elevant to this particular group of Students. Observed findings in

this school suggest that these particdlar_stud nts are more
'integratively' oriented toward FL study and fl1 at frequently choose
against FL study when 'integrative' motivations 'are n sfied.

For example, while explaining the reasons for irlicattitude toward
FL election, students attributed FL election or non-eles.t-lon
interest /non - interest twice as often_as to anything 6186 th a reseed.
The same finding re-appears in the cross -break table between re ones
of 'what subject students like least' and 'FL election in Fbrm II'.
For the few students who chose present FL instruction as the subject
they liked least, lack of interest was expressed as the reason for non-
election twice as often as anyother reason, suchae difficulty or lack
of use.

The significance of 'interest' to FL planning in this school continually
reappears throughout the correlation matrix, the cross-break tables,
and the cluster analysis. The twenty-two variables cluster into two
major groups. One group includes the basic 'ability' variables as well
as what students like most and like least about FL study.. The other
group includes what we may call the 'non-ability' variables The most
important feature of the groups is:that Pimeleur's interest item, the
investigatorfs comparative interest item, and.student reason for
intention to elect or decline to elect FL study cluster together with
the 'social' variables, such as schbol'aspiration, vocational
aspiration, and bilingualism,as well, as comparative difficulty of-FL
study, rather than with thelabilitl! varibles such is I.Q., the PLAB
total, and. FLAB subtests. ,

When an analysis was made to determine the'4cat-ipnship between
academic interest, 'ability' - I.Q. and 'language aptitude'
and type of motivational orientation with respect to FL election,
it was clear that all students across the ability and language
aptitude range in this school were equally interested in FL study
and equally diverse in their motivations for FL election or non-
election in Piairm II, prior to any school intervention at the actual
time of FL election. This finding was observed through the division
of scores on I.Q., the total FLAB, and each of the language aptitude
subtests into three groups (top third, middle third, and bottom third)
which were then cross-tabbed individually with the following
variables: "1) what students like most.about present FL-study, 2)
comparative interest of present FL study, 3) intention to elect
FL study in Fbrm II, 4) reason for expressed attitude toward Fbrm II

20
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FL election, 5) comparative difficulty of present FL instruction,

6) students' favourite subject in school, 7) studeats',',/elast

favourite subject in school, and 8) school aspiration.

Results showed that those students in the top third on I.Q. or on any

subtest were not more 'integratively oriented' than studehts in any

other group, whicti reconfirmed the lack of correspondence between

'interest' in present FL study and 'linguistic ability' oit,Igeneral

ability' for this group of students. If anything,' interest was more

frequently the basis of FL election or non-election among the middle

and bottom groups. Fwer students in'the bottom third I.Q. group gave

'utilitarian' reasons than did those in either of the other, i.Q. groups.

Similarly, when basis of FL election was cross-tabbed with !favourite

subject in sc ol', 'utility' was the category least frequently

expresse by t ose who preferred non-academic subjects. On t4 other

hand, more ents whose favourite subject was English expressed

utilitarian reasons for FL election/non-election than reasons illany

other category. The cross-tabulation between'school aspiration'

and 'interest in FL studyqprior to school intervention, at the

actual time of election) again confirmed the lack of association between

'interest' and any form of 'elitism'.

Thus, we may conclude from our findings that 'interest in FL

study'is at least as important a factor, if not more so, ih ihe-case

of the hon-academically oriented, average I.Q.; average language

aptitude, and non-university oriented student in this school as it is

with the'academicallt elite population.

What the findings consistently underline is probably something we

have always known, though perhaps less frequently put into serious

practice: above all, make FL study interesting to the students! In,

this school, interest is more important to FL election and to a student's

perceived difficulty of the course than is I.Q. or any component, of

language aptitude.

What students like most,about FL study
6

Raving obarved that ;interest' is the component of FL study most

crucial to FL plannirig in this school, the findings which shed light

op the specific nature of 'interest' are particularly'valuable. What

aspects of the present FL instruction wez the students most interested

in? What did.they like most and least about the present FL course?

Overwhelmingly, AIM I students in this school expressed 'speaking'

as theiryfavouxite aspect of the present L instruction. (The

categoryIspeakingl included 'saying wordsc*4!speakingl and !speaking ,

ta communicate with other people'.) 'Speaking!' was clearly favoured

by the majority of all studentsin this group, across the ability range,

notwithstanding differences in academic orientation, school aspiration,

vocational aspiration, I.Q. and/or language aptitude.

21
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This Tinding-was observed through a variety of crossbreak tables.
'Speaking' was mentioned as the favourite aspect of FL instruction,
over twice as often as anything else mentioned. (For a description
of the eight categories expressed, see Appendix, p.42.)- On the other
hand, 'speaking' was rarely mentioned as what students disliked most.
Surprisingly, no one mentioned any aspect of 'reading' or 'writing'
as their favourite aspect of the course.3"

Not only was 'speaking' favoured by the majority, but .t was also
preferred more frequently by the higher ability groups and academically
oriented than by-the lower ability groups. Fbr example, those who

' preferred 'speaking' were much less often those who disliked Maths andEnglish. The majority of those students4 who disliked nonacademic
subjects liked 'speaking' the most. On the other 'hand, the vast
majority of the small group who disliked 'speaking' Were in the bottom
third group on 'language analysis'. Similarly, the bottom third I.Q.
group disliked 'speaking' more frequently than any other group. This
juxtaposition (which pertains only to the small group of students who
disliked 'speaking') .was-reconfirmed in student attitudes toward
'writing'. A surprisingly low number of students in the bottom third
of the sound discrimination

group ,disliked 'writing' the most. 'In
contrast, more students in the 122 third of 'sound discrimination'
disliked 'writing! than did students-in any other third.

Thus, the 'less able' students in this school from the point Of%
view of lahguage analysis, sound discrimination,and I.Q. clearly
had less objection to written work than other groups.' Therefore,
it would be folly to arbitrarily,asSign

'less able' students in this
school to classes' which emphasized 'speaking' as,it would to
arbitrarily assign those of 'marked linguistic ability' to classes
which emphasized 'writing'. The belief that 'speaking' should be the
goal of FL study primarily for the lower ability, nonacademically
oriented groups is clearly irrelevant to language planning in this
school.

3 To ensure that the categories were not exprOssed in direct
proportion to the amount of class time devoted to each category,
the teacher estimate of time allocated to specific skti-Ils was
obtained.- According to the teacher, approximately equal mounts of
class time were fledicated to orallaural.skills, reading/writing,
and background/cultural studies.

4 To determine the probability of these relationships occurring
by chance, expected frequencies fottuenbers in each cell of the.
cross break tables were calculated on the basis of random placement.
Only those relationships which diverged greatly from the
expectancy are reported here. -
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Dub to the importance of student interest,.and the expressed student

interest in 'speaking', it might be well to emphasize 'speaking' as

the principa goa of all language classes in this school. Fbr the

small.group who...cUsliked speakihg and appeared less able in terms of

language analysis, sound discrimination, and I.Q., it would be necessary

to allow ample opportunity to process information by other means in

addition to aurally aljow internalization of the rules

necessary for 'speaking' through written practice. This group of

students might also develop. a writtenproject relating to the themes

being conveyed through tiTe spoken word which could account for a sizable

' portion of their class work.

This type of 'individualisation' which should be based on student

needs accords with the other main finding regarding the nature of

student interests and.dislikes,. In this school the met frequently

expressed dislikes involved what May be texmed'course-pupil'

interaction - i.e. how the-coiirse appeared to them, such as interesting,

boring, useful, useless. The numbers inthe latter category were to
small to be meaningfully subdivided further. What is significant'

is that the main dislikes involved the relationship of the course to

the pupil, which underlines the need for individualisation of FL

study in this school.td adapt to specific learner needs and interests.

And for this group of students, the prihcipal interest with `respect

to FL study,is learning to speak the language.

-

SoUnd-Symbol Association

The Kids variable which appeared most significant to FL planning in

this school.waweoundraymbol association (SSA). This subtest was

designed to measure a student's ability to associate a Sound with itS

corresponding written symbol.

In this groupo.the subtest on sound-symbol association accounted for_-

more of the variance of the FLAB total than any other subtest. This,

finding coincides with the results obtained from, administering the

FLAB to a large sample of. 7th grade students in the U.S. However,

to a large extent this feature was built into the test itself by virtue

of the heavy weighting given SSA. If the PUB has predictive value.for

success in FL classes, and scores on sound-Wymboi association account

tor more of the total than any other subtest, then we thay assume that

prediction. of success in FL classesisemmt related to this variable.

In Australia this mill apply only if we assume that our definition

and measurements of success are similar to those by which the FLAB

was validated in the U.S.' (See Appendix. p. 46 for-interoorrelation of

the parts.)

What.is particularly relevant to language planning in the school

studied is the relationship of 'sound-symbea_lissociationl scores
to the other variables in the study. Nat. only was' the'SSA score

relate to the subtest on vocabulary, sound disoriminationa and the

2S
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PLAB tqtal, but it was also related to a student's least favouri
subject in school and his expressed difficulty of the present
instruction as compared o his other school subjects. Scores

SSA also had a stron r relationship to I.Q..than did ny o er

variable in'the s dy. ,(As mentioned previously, ,r.a e analysis'

was less related to I.Q.'than any other subtest. In unlik( the
findings Obtained from the U.S.. sample of 1,201 7th grade students,
'language analysis' was-the Onlf subtest which was not related to
'soundsymbol association': .

If student diffi ulty of the present FL instruction'as well as
potential succe s .in FL classes is strongly related to scores. on SSA
ip this school, then this information can:be put to_diagnostic
use by giving tudents special training in this area. Lack of ability.

to associate n oral sound with its corresponding written symbol
also a'particular problem in this school as shown in the stude
questionnaires. Therefore, improveMent of this skill .may 01114-11d..1)

a student's achievement study,but might also iMpr9-vs his native
language expression, which also calls heavil/ upon thia Skill: Such

remedial treatment of specific psycholinguistic akilis in the foreign
language classrooM might finally help fulfil the claim that,FL study can
increase one's native language proficiendSt. ,

:1

Thus, the findings of the study again underline the need for
individualization of FL instruction in -this school and indicat&an
important component of the individualization -that is needed.

How lmpqrtanfis overall ability? `
Prior to implici;:and explicit school, intervention at tKe actual,
time of electing Subjects, 'ability' in terms, of 1.Q* and/or language
aptitude waS,,not observed to be related to 1) a student's liking of
certain subjects i.e. his academic orientation 2) his school

aspiration or 3) his interest in FL study, f the _Form I, students in

this particular school. 6
$1

What emerges through a,series of croasbreik table's is that 'abili
does not always coincide'with academic orientation and school / ,

aspiration. Fbr example, over half the students whodisliked Enilish'
most were -in.:the..ta third'I.Q. group. ,

Similarly,*those who scored higher on the 'language analysis'
subtest tended to choose academic subjects as their favourite
subjects,less often than the reverse. There'was alsca tendency
'for students who scored higher on the 'sound symbol association'
subtest tochoose academic subjectslas the ones they disliked most.
The same pattern emerged in the relationship between scores on '.wound
discrimination* 4nd'school aspiration: these was a slight j.enchiloy

fdr those who scored higher,on this subtl:3J %o have a lower school

4 24
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Although the correlationg obtained are weak, the pattern gains
Strength by being reconfirmed throughthe correlations of severe
different pairs of variables.

If sound - symbol association and sound discrimination are the fa
which contribute to.FL success, as Pimsleur states, then the 1
relationships between those who do well on these subtests and
who like academe subjects or thbse whd plan.to stay at schoo lo r

are very significant to FL education in this school. Equally
significant is the rack of(eny observed positive relationshi between

'ability" and 'interest.' in electing FL prior to schoce ante ention,

discussed earlier,. /;Therswas also no evidence observed to, ply that

in the school 'speaking' would be a more valid goal of FL s udyfor
. the/lies-sable' in terms of I.Q. or(language aptitude.

What4esefindings iply is that in this school a lot of potentia
may be lost. That is, some children who could succeed i FL clases
are not interested, -anc1, some students who have the lab tyl, for

'academic' work dOnat-like and probably will not choo e ' academic'

subjects for one reasonr another. Perhaps our previ us ambit ity as
to the meaning of 'linguistic ability' has contribute tb the failure
of recognising and encouraging a large portion of stu ents w o are' in
fact quite 'linguistically able' to take FL study. t seem= that

students very able in some areas may not perceive o thems: ves as

such and m tend to leave school early due to lack of oo gruence
between ho)1 goals and their particular areas of 'abil

Implicit messages, related to social variables

A very interesting pattern emerged regarding t we shall call 'social'

variables. These variables include school asp, ration, vocational
aspiration, academic orientation (based on fa ourite and least favourite
subjects), sex ,and bilingualism.

The 'social, variables appeared to interac more with student experience,

regarding FL study,than:did any of the 'agility' variables, inclUding
'I.Q., the FLAB subtests, and the PIAB to al. Consequently, tlie effect

of these 'social' variables 'on school* b- Viour could be of utmost

importance to the planning of foreign anguage study.

,t ,

In the first instance, it was mentio =d that interest- in FL study',

as measured by the FLAB and theinv stigator's comparative interest
item,clUstered together with the ()dal' variables rather than with

any of the 'ability' variables. n.fact, one of the highestoorrelations,:_

obtained in the study was betwee school aspiration arid,.interesi in
. -

learning a foreign language,-as measured by the-PLAB.",*

Vocational aspiration was positively re*ted-ib-i
in Form II and. to academic orientation,, Academic-orientation was

,

also-positively related to sex. Oilers was a slighttendency-forgirls

25



to prefer aca
bo is . )

emit subjects -tb--...non-academic subjects more than

The consistent lack of positive relationship between any of the ! ocial'
variables'and .4ny 'ability' variables, and the contrastingly con sten
positive inter-relationships between difficulty of FL study wit# the

I'social' variables form a consistent pattern. It may be inferred that
tinfounded 'and: arbitrary 'ability' expectations are imposed upon/the FL
curriculum and upon students of certain 'social' characteristiCs at the
actual time for Form II election of F dy. - Perhaps there *s an
implicit message conveyed that FL study is elevant primarily to those
who are 'academically oriented', who inteft t rittcruing--to-i-fie HSC and
who aspire td44'd vocations involving terti ry training., AS a result,
enrolment in f,,study tends to parallel thegoexpeciations set, and goals
of inStructigp 4nd evalustidn reinforce them. ''.,(See Robinson, 1973)

, Awareness of the kinds of factors that may lffeci,A curriculum, FL
.enrolments, ald student FL experience may heipoto strengthen our efforts
'toward provlioling eqUal opportupity of FL study for the MajbOty.

PATTERNS OF -STUDENDRESPONSE ON THE FLAB

Trdm the study' of individual patterns of student response n the PLAN
there is strong evidenoe'against rejecting or even'cla Eying students
in this soh*. on the-basis of generarized scores 'as T.Q. or the
total FLAB, Theres also strong evidence agai
on the baiis,ofa combiried',:ibal score, and /a combined - 'auditory
score!.

Are students tent( either 'ave 'above avers e

Referri
is a commo p

_ divided into
often used tb
average': Su
Student behav
achievement"
instruct

anguage studs a as 'poor', 'average', or 'above average!
Otice. I.Q. scores andtotaf lattguage aptitude scores,

hree major groups on the "basis of ranked Scores, are
classify students as !p6ort,",average,,or 'above'
h,classificationi of students /imply. a consistency of ,
ur or potential behaviout_WiterespeCt to language

n :geneialorachieVemerit/Of the specific,. classroom goals
'particular.

"-
The patterns f these studentd reveal that students are not-tonsis-
tentlitabove., verage!, 'average' or 'below average' in lagilage

.

. potential, i (the- tents are to,telate to an individual's actual -

language aptitucle abilities, Tether thari.solely-to his loverallL place
n a gr9up, i#116hcould just-as well be measured bSt

--Analyaisof the discrepancy between each student's scores on the
suhtesti showed that a given studienits score on at least:

one subtext was a minimum of three timee greater or less than his
/score on,anOther subtext in 62 out of the 123 patterns,analyzed.5

5 Subtext scorea/wore standardized so that subteets-, ntainin.
differ4riterflofitesiliand

"4imocaompaiied.
' "' " 6
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Frequently, the four variables clustered into two pairs which were

equally discrepant.

ao 'verbal clusters' and 'auditory clusters' dccur naturally?

The way ln which the foul subtests clustered into pairs is particularl/

interesting. Pimsleur (1966b) has suggested that vocabulary-and

lanciage'analysis scores be combined into a-'verbal score'to predict

how well a student will do kn-thewritten aspects of the language

I5rogramme. Similarly, ne hassuggested that sound discrimination and

-soundsymbol associatio; sixes be combined' into an 'auditory score'
to' predict how' well a studenrwill do in the'oraliaural components

of the course. These combined scores gre'also supposed tb suggest the

areas) of study that will. need specialattention.

%. The aSsumption underlying the suggests of combined vekal and auditory

othArloctime-4a,thai,a,given(sjudent's,la aptitude abilities, as

measured) four su esta, c ter naturally into two pairs;

one inChidipg the subtests on vocab ary and language analysis, and

the other including the subtests o pound discrimination and sound
symbol association:.. The Suggestion implies that a student's abilities

wall berelatively coatkiatent within each .pair.
, .

AnAnal/sis of each student's pattern of response on the FLAB was
undertaken to establish the way-in which subtests clustered for each ,

individual., and to determine each student's best and worst scores. In '

this school, the 'verbal pair' and the 'auditory pair' did not occur
more -frequently than several other pairs of variables, For,example,
the pair including "language analysis and auditory disbrimination'' "r

(variables 4-5) and the pair including 'vocabulary and soundsymbol
association', (variables 3-6) clustered-together as a student's best

pair of scores approximately as freqUently as the assumed 'verbal

score'(variables 3-4) and the 'auditory score' (variables 5-6).

)
..101

Freqaently, there were large discreparicies within piirs, thd extent
of ability in one component.did not parallel extent of ability in the

other. Fbr example, 'sound discrimination' was` more 'frequently a

student's best score than any other FLAB variabli. (See.Appendi,x,

p.34, for diagraf individual score patterns.), Convirsel4 'sound
symbol association.. (the other component of PimsleurlOauditory score')

was more frequently a student's worst score than any Aher PUB

.

Apriable. (Thelliatter confirms the icular problem of SSA observed

i."-ri: iti-thiti school-and d,tscussed prdviQ ). .0.....! . ::.2'....4 ' , ' . a. aft .F,17.... . . V

" . .11ftAA. 94 ..,. r . .... ...- J-4 ..51b, _ 4
, ,, . ,

,, therefore, the evidence does not support' relevant usage of the
t ...
.

combinid 'verbal - score' anp. 'auditory scori ifiactual student
vfts , behaviour, or potential,stildent lehatOkir is supposed to be reflected

by them or. modifie psiag the Informatio pined by them. SAO
information may we misleading 'ether t lielpfUl. An eltremely

score in 'one component naturally de ressihe combined score,

A!en if the student's score was quite average or even above average

27
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the other component of combination. Similarly, the total FLAB
scores, like I.Q. score of little use because information as. to
specific learning cte istics is lost.

In order to use predictiv measures for improving instructionLand hence
facilitating learntng r a given group of students, knowledge.of
their specific areas/Of strengths and weaknesses are the most,reletrant.

Implications for onegntient

To sum up the implications of th9 aforementioned findings, /et 141

.

see how they may affect one student in this school. A typical exampl
is die student Who was ranked 109th (out of 123) in part 4,
analysis, -and 91st in part 6, sound-symbol association, (Itvgiouldlie
noted that these are the two parts Which were more often the roost
difficult for the majority of students in this school.) On the other
hand, this same 'student was ranked only 42nd in part 3, vocabulary,
and 23rd in part 5, sound discrimination. (The latter was more .

often the best score for these students.) In terms of his total FLAB
score, this-student was ranked 52nd, clearly in the bottom halfof
his group. .

Placement by previous procedures using the combined 'verbal score', the
combined li'uditoriscoret or the FLAB total, would either exclude this
student from language study or designate him_as 'poor' or 'below '

averag', at lest.
,-

This student could rep t the tragedy of misusing modern' testing
techniques and cautions us against over-zealeus behaviour n 1) distort--
ing the meaning" of test scores and 2) using information gajaed to,
classify students forte convenience of pre-set curriculUm rather than
to modify instrUotion for helping the student tb learn.

Because he has A head start in two important factors inlanguage
learning, which posed considerable difficulty to hispeers, this stuftunt
might hive the ohance.to be special in certain aspects of the course.

One out of everitwo students had this pattern. This is too frequent
to be dismissed when we are considering who is a 'poor' student,
Whols'ISvragel and who is 'above alieragel Or Of marked inguist16,
ability',' and-too serious to be ignored when we are planning foreign
language' instruction.

.

OVERALL,IMPLICATIONS 1OR FL4PLApNINUJA THISSCHDOL,
,-.

In keeping with our these of individualisationl'any'information
for generalisations About certain. groups orltudents needs to be
regarded cautiously-and considered only as an-initial point of
departure to identify the major typos of instruction that will be"
most efficient in accounting for predominant kinds ordifferenceilin

28.
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foreign language leainers: Once-instruction has begun,-different
-needs will arise; and the type of instruction within a given fleas
should adapt accordingly.

General trends in the school

In this school ority of PO= I students Were clearly interested
in learning speak t leOguage. Due to the prime importance of
'interest' to. other school behaviours,.it would appear that the
most effective vehicle for receiving and relaying cross- cultural
information6 would generally be through the. spoken language. This iit
of course a generalization which applies only to.thie particulai goup
of students at,this particUlar point in time. As learning- progresses,

_

, opt _rma I instruction -will vary.

The hrgh incidence of greater performance on 'hound discrimination,'
than any other FLAB subteit suggests an initial aural/oral approach.
The students' fascination with hearing new sounds and saying new
words, as well'as theiranterest and attentive efforts in the training
session to distinguish sounds; point to certain types of classroom-

,

activities through which the mechanics df the language might be
,acquired most efficiently for the majority-of.students, at leait
initially.

, . '., .

The higher incidence of poorer performance on ,sound-symbol association'
. than on any other FLAB subtestsuggests special training activities

aimed specifically at associating sounds with their ,written symbols.'
For this particular group of students, associating the sounds of
English with their written symbols might be the,most appropriate paint ..
of departure. Alternatively, the international symbols now commonly
used in iiametics might be a useful beginning point in the FL class-
'room: Tise students'might improve this particular psychOlinguistic-
ability without extreme interference trod previous associations'
incorrectly To d. The international phonetA system could then be

:',used in repres nting the sounds in many of the languages to be learned
subsequently, ndieding English. .

.

Major groups &ithin this;sChobl,

Oe grouped according to their individual pattern's of's:I:anti to allow
not only fear-special treatment of specific areas of potentiil student
weakness, but equally impdrtantly;,for opportunity to excel in specific
areas of potential student strengths.

While it has been suggested thSt the overall atoprcach.to FL study or
the Majority of students in this .school might be learning to speak .
the language through-a basicaWaural/gral aPnback,Stddefflicould.

6, illIER11 DOES FOREIGN LAIGIAGS STUDY BELOSG rt,271E. anutrazumt, C. L.
Robinson,N.S.V. fit: of Education, 1974, examinse the goals of -
foreign Itecuage ell wilftin the general curriculum.



Based on the pattern of scores. of these individual students, /four
or five major FL classes might be devised. Each student could be
placed into a class of instruction,according to his two best scores
as compared to his other scores, rather than as compared to.the scores
of others in the group. Such placement would be designed to elicit
maximum'individual performanceather than to establish hierarchical
groups of instruction."

There were five dominant pairs of best scores ambng these partictilar
Students.

. --

Dominant Pairs _Without ties With ties

vocabulary and langageanalysis

-soured iiiscrimipation and

sound-symbol association

vocabulary and
,soundsymbol association

language analysis and
-sound discrimination

-

vocabulary and --"--

sound discilmination

.

Eighty-four out of 123 -sEtuden ,fit directly into one of these patterns.
With the exception-of 8 siUdemitAihose best pair of scores was

d-sytbol association', the remaining 21
0m:re, That is, 21 students could be

upshicliwould equally suit their
Mould facilitate the

21 students'.- 36 students

19 students 29 students

17 students 25 students

15 students 31 students

12 students 28 students

'language analysis
students tied for 'secon
placed in at least two of t
pattern of needs. The inciden
administrative aspect of allocati
each, class.

I.ar n of students to

The designation of what a student does best-also gives information-
about his areas of greater weakness. The large discrepancy observed
between a student's best pairof scores and worst' pair gives further
strength.to the diagnostic value of this formation.

The eniriaged form of placement would not p --bte -1-homogeneous ability
groupings' in the traditional sense. Fbr example, two students might
be placed.in the same class because'each'indivi4uaily scored better
on 'language analysis' and '89und-symbol association' than on the
reining subtests. However, this does not mean that both students,
would have approximately the same level of individual skills as the
other: Conceivably; each mtudent could vary markedly in the present
level of these abilitiei.

30
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7Example of placement
X Class L

Special treatment: language analytis and
sound discrimination

Opportunity to excel: vocabulary and 14
sound-symbol association

Typical participants: Student A - 'poor' in language analysis and
sound discrimination (i.e. bottom
third)
'average' in vocabulary and sound.
symbol association-(ive.-middli-third

Student B - 'just below average'. in Language
analysis and sounu discrimination (i.e.
border-between,bottom third and
middle third)
'well above average' in vocabulary
and sound-symbol association

According to such a program, each student could i*rtiCipatein.A class
which identified his particular areas of greater ability and his
particular areas of lesser ability.- Such a programme cotild.facilitate
efficient lanning of instruction aimed at encouraging optimal"
'achievement for each individual, according to his own potentiai'l
irregardless of his position in the generalability range. A distinct
advantage would be the possibilit
of an individual'a_ph.---

achieVement at he was
in the

of evaluating achievement in terms
bei forever doomed to the

classified prior to instruction

Awareness of his potential to dO well in a given area may, encourage
the atudent toward greater achievement if he has the opportunity to
develop and utilize these abilities. The experiehce of success may

-----incresee_tile student's perserverande to iii-preve-hie weaker skills and
-set a higher rd of overall performance.

Unfortunately, sometimes a c does not have the opportunity he re-
quires to adequately learn theta for learning. Frequently, the
task set is impossible to achieve.within ime limits set. Otbor
tiles, the task may not be of any motivational va the, learner.

Still, other times, the child may ribt be exposed To ,he task at all.

"We arm wasting potential talents by faiiing to give some
children an opportunity for optimum development."

(Collie and Cali 1973,
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A Model of School Learning

In oraer to .provide an opportunity r optimum development, a variety
of factd'ts cotk within the individua and within the external learning
environment need to be takenintoconsideration. Carroll (1963)
develoed a conceptual model for learning sdhool tasks whichincludep
file elements, three of whidh are personal characteristics of the
individual, and two of which are characteristics of the external
conditions'.

-"Factors in the individual are (2) aptitude--.the amount of time
needed to learn the task under optimal instructional conditions,
(2) ability to understand instruction, and (3) perseverance -
the amount of timethe Learner is Willing to engage actively in
learning. FaCtors in external' conditions are (4) opportunity -*
time allowed for Learning, and (5) quality of instruction - a
measure of thedegree to which instruction is presented so that
it will not require additional time pr mastery beyoAd that
required in piew of aptitude.' (Carroll, 1963, p.-729.)

The exact extent to which factors in the individual may be modified
is not known. Conceivably, the nature of ones previous'language
learning experience might encourage or inhibit motivation to, learn a
subsequent language...Car/loll suggests that previous language
training might well affect a learner's ability to understand
instruction. ,Age may also be an .important factor. mile it is
believed that an individual's aptitude may not increase with age
relative to the group, an individual's potential for mastery may
increase with age in absolute terms,- based on the evidence that raw
scores on language aptitude batteries do increase with age. The latter,
suggests that the optiMum point for ommencing second language ..,

instruction will vary with the individual. Specialized training'may
also affect language aptitude abilities. Further research is
needed to investigate ways in whiCh factort within the.individual may
be modified.

Fbr the present, the factors,which are defined in terms of 'time' and,
',quality of instruction' appear to be the most.importantin the *

. immediate plarthihrof PL programAes 'because they are, quite amenable to,
change. These factors.which'include the factors in external conditions
at well as the individual characteristic of perseverance interact
with each other. Fbr example,, the poorer the quality of instruction,
the more time that will be needed for mastery.

The results of several experimental courses which the present invest
igator conducted inHawaii and Japan support Carroll's model. The
experiments involved teaching Spanish to American university students
and teachi English to Japanese adult students,? The time needed
rmast specific lexical, phonological, and syntactic items,

whici o_1 defined a level of fluency, was inversely related to
motivation Thtype of motivation stimulated was integrative

32



-29

in orientation. It was operationally defined in terms of personal
involvement with the semantic content of the subjeCt. (Most
frequently, 'personal involvement' was expresded in the form
of 'emotional involvement':) By increasing motivation, the time
-necessary for instruction and-Mastery of the lexical, phonological, and
syntactic components evaluated was sizably decreased., while motivation
for tinued-le/m.ng increased.

imal quality of instruction would requii.e organizi-tion and
presentation of the task "in such a way that the learner can"learn it
as rapidly and as efficiently as possible". (Ibid.) The latter implies
organization of instruction according to the specific needs and
characteristics of a given=learner or group of learners.

"..If the students are normally distributed with respect to
aptitude, but the kind and quality of ins.tructiOn and the amount
of time available for learning are made appropriate to the
characteristics and needs of each student, the majority of students
may be expected to achieVe mastery of the subject. And the"
relationship between.aptitude and achievement-should approach zero.

(Bloom, 1968.)

This notion of school learning based on individual differences
implies' an alternitive to the notion of a uniform curriculum which
everyone must complete within a uniform period of time. If
students of varying characteristics are ta-master a core of similar
concepts, teaching method as well as specific points of teaching
emphasis would have to vary. This model of school learning also
implies that some students may benefit more from FL study by
commencing at different points in time, as mentioned previously.

While the task of teaching according to such a Variety of learner
characteristics may be difficult, the.complexity of the task-should
not-stimulate pessimism based on what we can not do in planning the'
perfect instruction for our students. Carroll certainly does not
expe'c't the numerator and denominator of his formula-for learning to
converge:

. learning = amount of time spent
amount of time' needed (Cartalli 19630

Nor could we expect every incidence of underachievement to be
correctable within the practical limits'of school learning.'.We should

. be optimistic for having-identified means to approach optimal
instruction. Our'approach may include varying the definition or level
of goal achievement, increaping-the time of instruction, varying. the
commencing point of instruction and modifying the nature of
instruction according t6 individual and group characteristics. .

Our optamism needs to be accompanied by a policy which'upholds the
principle of equality of educational opportunity. As Bloom has stated},
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"Individual .differences in learners is a-fact that can be
demonstrated in many ways. That our students vary in may ways can
never be' forgotten. That these variations must be reflected
in learning standarde and achievement criteria is more a
.reflection of our policies and practices rather than the
necessities of the case."

(Bloom, l968.)
Efitalityof educational opportunity

It has been suggested that equality of educational opportunity does not
exist in Austra la because we are not 'reailj committed to the principle.
(Schoenheimer, 71.)

.

"We hold certain attitudes and beliefs so strongly that when they
conflict with our present weak and limited degree of commitment to
equality, the-stronger forces win out." (Schoenheimer, /97/.)

A confusion as to what 'equality of educational opportunity' implies
has further hampered fulfilment of the goal. Does 'eqUal opportunity'
imply the 'same educational treatment to all' or does 'equal
opportunity' imply 'variation of educational treatment'? (Francis, 1972.)

Do we-mean 'equal, educational inpuil;.or!malil student output'? Clearly,
'same or like' treatment will favour some and prejudice others,
depending ulionthenature of the treatment and the' individual's
congruence with-it.

Any education which is dedicated to 'equal student opportunity to
learn' must be concerned with developing different programs of varied
inputs, but of equal 'Status', that will ailow for the' maximum output
of each student. This approach to achieving equality of educational
outcomes and hence, opportunity, refers to the principle of
'equifinality' - i.e. the principle,that unequal inputs may lead too
equivalent Outputs.

Collins and Collins have suggestettbat-the-attitudesof teachers and
_educational administrators must Be made'more sympathetic to the
principle of equality of educational opportunity before the specific
classroom measures needed can be realized. Such Changes. can only take
place'through policy changes, sillabussand examination changes, and
educationalprogrames.forteachers, both pre-service.and in-service.

Only through such cbanges in policy, provisions and practices will
Australian education be able to refUte the current claim that.
it is' elitist in nature." (Collins and Collins, 1973, p.220.)
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The first step sloward removing elitism from foreign language
'instruction in New South Wales and the first steps toward encouraAng.

foreign language enrolment across the state-wide ability range

entails a philosophical as well as a pedagogical commitment. One must

be committed to the principle of equal opportunity and hold the

positive belief,that each student is of equal worth, each student is

linguistically able, and each student will benefit equally from FL

Study, although the type of instruction and benefit derived willvary

wsth the individual.

Just as the set of expectations discussed eat creates a detrimental

self-fulling prophecy which insures student underachievement, based on

the initial expectation that a large number of students are not

'linguistically able', so may it-operate to the reverse: By a

commitment to the principle that all students can learn and will succeed,

goals set, standards to be attained, methods of instruction and

. methods of evaluation may be determined in such a way 'as to create

,a self fulfilling prophecy so that each student's optimal achievement

'rather than his underachievement is insured.

F

APPENDIX

Pages 32 51.
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STUDENT PPOFILE OF RANKED SCORES*

sound- symbol PLAB TOTAL
associAtion

7

vocabulary

3

:anguage
analysis

sound
discrimipation

2 3 23

2 3 44

2 36 67

5 77 77

11 3 36

11 13 36
11 36 67

11 58 86
11 109 86
11 109 111
24 13 67

24 36 92
24 77 36
24 77 67

24 77 111
24 96 99
42 13 ) 1194 36 67

42 36 77

42 '77 29
4,2 96 107
42 117 36
59, _ - 36 44
59 36

A
99

59 ' 34 122
59 58 92
59 77 '92'.

59 109 67
59 109 119
59 117 94
72 58 86
7.2 77 29 ,

83 13 44
4'-83 36 44
} 83 58 107

83 109 86
96 3 36
96 36 '67
96 58 29,,
96 58 67 .

96 96 55
961 109 77
108
108
.101
108

36,
58
7,7

96

107
36

54
56

10 109 . 29
106, 117 '..55

121 36 44
123 ,96 '99.

-,-58 99
S 58 119

11 29
: 11

36
,..i.;:is 02

11' ^96 107
24 , 7 86

P. 7 '91 , ,

ani71=1111111171111111117111111M

C

24 13, 23 ...

1
12
12
91
59.
59
72

1
-2
4

57
18
31
21

5 26
29 45
72 89
3 3

83 62
29 8

120 100
72 73
59 83 4
91 79
2b 18
72 52
45 36
20 :- 83
59 62
91 31 .

36 79
: 59 89
12 R7

98 103
12 -31

83 115
83 103
29 5

98
29 6
3 6

112 112
72 73
83 23 ,,
51 73
36, 3$

112
. 6

11

-45 96
'59 96
83 SO
98 B3
12 42

-.72 . 73
29 $3
98 103

'122 122
- 12 45
'120 107
- 45 .

59 40
106 '

... 112
-83

.."
36

83 45
, 29 1$

* The profiles ofit.etudents are omitted dqd td_ incompletion_ of the
.

.- PIHSLEUR TAKIYU' AprrtubEr BATTERY',



24 36
24 36

36
24 36

.24 58
24 58
24 77
24 77
42 13
42 36
42 36
42 36
42 36
42 36
42 36
42 36
42 58
42 58
42 77
42 109
42 109
59 3

-113
3.

59
-5-9-

. 3

59 36
0 .59 77

59 77
72 13
72 58
72 58
72 96
72 96
72 96
72 96
72 96
83 13
83 77
83 77
83 77
83 96
83 96
S3 109--
83 0 120

.., 96 36
96. 36
96 77

- 96 77'
96 120
96. 120
96 123

108 13
108 77
108 77
108, 109
113 36
113 7
113 - 77
113 15
113 120
119 36,
119 77

. 121 13

13

23
29
67
77
55
86

-16
86
29

j
7

12
12
-29
98
59

5
45
36
t2

14
11

-11
52
45
14

7
68
lr

44 0 12 26
55 20 14
55 29` .31
86 0 45 36
86 45 57
92' 112 89

114 59 68
4 20 5

107
86

72
59

68,
62

23 29 '40
23 91 52

114 59 45. -
77 1;5 2 .4.5
44' 0

.. 72
. i

40
77 59 62
99, x106 96

114 20 52
99 6 45%
77 29 73
92 117 8g

4 29 11
55 106 100
44 3 14
44 45 52. ,
55 98 96
86 106 .103
99 83 0 79
36 98 79
55 112 110
67 45 62
77 . 112 115
16 59 52
61 20 73
16 36 36

- 67 117 115
29 45 21
36 106 73

c
44 : 20 23
1).2 . 98 115
16 ,1 71 89
36 . ' : 120 118
77 83 110
1St 45 -26" ,

107 83 110
114 59 96

92 ' 45 89
77 ft3 8'9

.107 98 ., 119
114
119

, 117
91

123

99 106
120

121
. 16 98 . 68

. 77. 59 - 9A
67. 112'

. .,

..
101
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`PROFILE DIAGRAM 'OF PLABINDIVIDUAL RESPONSES

I - BEST SCORE IS VOCABULARY (Variable 3)

Best Score 2nd 3rd

V3.

F17

20%

F =

V

V3 =

V4 =

VS =

V4

V5 V6
F2 it. 17

4

VS
F2

frequency (number of, Students in each pattern)!
variable number D

vocabulary' -

language andlybis
sound dftcrimination.-

VS = sound - symbol association,
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- BEST SCORE IS LANGUAGE ANALYSIS (Variable 4)

,rdiest score.

20,

- 20%

4th

VS ' V6
TT FT

V6
FT

I

V6
ry

V5 P

F3,

,,.

V3
ry

z,

V5-6 V3
Fl TT

'V3 -5
v.

V6
yTr

V3 V5

N3-6' . V5
ra-.- -rr ti

0. ,

= variable number --e"
frequency (number of students in each pattern)

:3.9 O



- BEST SCORE IS SOUND'DISCRIMINATION (Variable 5)

Best score ,2nd 4th
4

V4 V6

TrF

V4-6

V6

V3-6

4

.V3 V6
FT TrY
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IV. - BEST SCORE IS SOUND-SYMBOL ASSOCIATION (VAriable 6)

Best -score.

.

-2nd 3rd , 4th

t-V6

aieL F16

19%

V3 V4-5
Trg LrT-

vit
TI

an

V5 V4

V5 , DIDrr n.w

V4
. rr

'

0.

V4-5

41

V3-4

V5

-

V3
Fl

a.
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f

t . , -y - TIES FOR BEST SCORES
,

.
P

BEST SCORES ARE VOCA Y AND SOUND-SYMBOL ASSOCIATION

1st-2nd 3rd
,

.

,

.
.

4th

V3 -6- V4-5
F3 F2

V5- V4
FT rr

BEST SCORES. ARE VOCABULARY AND-LANGUAGE ANALYSES

1st-2nd- 3rd 4th

V3-4 V5-6
F8 'Fl

.

V5
'4' .V6 /'

rr 4
-, rr /

V6 VS /I.

TIT
s. rr /4

BEST SCORES ARE .LANGUAGE ANALYSIS AND SOUND DisemmimAtTi/
..

is-2nd
,

- 3rd 41 - :4t/h

V4-5 V6 Vi
r7-- r._

,

V3 , V6
rr

.!
.rr._ tv

BEST SCORES-ARE LANGUAGE ANALYSIS AND BOUND-SYMBOL ASkCI;LTION

, .

1st-2nd. 3rd
. ,,

:.:' 4th

V4-,6 .

19r:
V3 . V5

rr

-
\

V5 VI ",

Tr

,:
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BEST SCORES ARE. VOCABULARY AND SOUND DISCRIMINATION

1st -2nd 3rd ..
4th

. .

V3-5 V6-rr- n-

Vt -4

BEST SCORES ARE SOUND DISCRIMINATION ANp SOUND-SYMBOL
ASSOCIATION

1st -2nd.

Tie

5 -6. V3.

.

BEST SCORES ARE VOCABULARY, SOUND DISCRIMINATION AND SOUND7.

. SYMBOL ASSOCIATION

1st -2nd-3rd

V3-5-6
11---

'BEST spous ARE ,tANGUAGE ANALYSIS,t SOUND DISCRIMINATION'AND.
SOUND' SYMBOL ASSOCIATION

1st -2,0-3rd , 4th

V4 5 -6 .

rr----
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STUDENT QUESTIONWAIRES - CATEGORIES OP VAR 3LES

.
-
Sex

1 = male
= female

f Interest(PLAE)

3 Vocabulary (PULE)

'4 Language_ analysis (PUB)

5 -Sound discrimination. (PLAE)

-6' Sound-symbol association (PLAB).

7 Total- PLAT score

8 I.Q.

9 Wingualiia
L = monolingual
2 = bilingual

16 Musical ,tzaining
'41 = no musicaLactivitvoutaide of .school
2 = plays anAnstrument - self.mt-et,.vutifde of

school
-3 = formai -musical training, outside oi-iiiiol

11 .Favourite subject
=nou-academic (eg. sport, ieedleworic,-art,.
Mechanical drawing, woodwork)

2 a aimed (ie. student itaes two: an academic - ---
subject Am& a non-academic 'one)

3
'

i academic
'

12 raWoufite subject - A4 (this Correlated .78,with-WariabIs,
11', favourite subject)

. ,

1 = non-acadenic subjects .
.

.

2'= .social science . \
1.,= science
47= wattle
5 =. English
6 = loreignlanguaga

13 Leaii favourite subject c.
1 rt non-acadenic/other'(art, nsic, crafts, P:A.,

hOlth, guidauce,-Scripturip library)
2 = lined.

.

3 = acadelic _

14 Least.favolk*its subjecv- (this correlated- :31 with
variable 14, least favoufite Su-bp:et) ,

1 .1.-non.!acadostic aub3acts
2 = *octal aciesica

k

i.nOn=erdini . k
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3 = science
4 = maths
5 = English
6 = foreign language

-L-

15' School aspiration
1 = plans to drop out prior to the School CertSf-'
,,

. icate or,ls undecided about continuing to the
. School Certificate , . .

2 = plans to continue to -elle School Certificate
3 = plans to continue to the School Certificate but

undecided to lie.ls.c.,
.

.

4-%-= plans to continue to the Higher SChool .-

'Certificate , .--, _____,

16 Vocational ;aspiration. . - . *
= 4nskilled (housewife, office worker, bank,
Yruitshop; factory worker, child care, car
-salesman, hook, policeman, army,^,navy;'car
racer, bike racer; wrestling referree, recep-
tionist, model, travel -agent, dancing teacher, ''
air hostess, athlete0 to

, .

2 = skilled (plumber, nurse, mechanic,. engineer,
printer, artist, panel beater, commercial.
pilot, secretary, 'hair dresser, repairman,
electrician, farmer, brick laver, carpenter,
typist4 -

. .

3 = tertiary qualifications/university-trained/
professional (phare'acist, chemist, civil
enginede,Iteacher, vet)

17 Election of FL study in Form II ,..

1 = no
2 = undecided
3. =,yes-. .

.

-,0
18 Why will you elect or not elect FL study in Form II?- N

1 = depends ,on external conditions (ie. time,'
other, courses offerecl, who one's classmdtes

. .will be)-
,

:

2 = difficult, lack of success
.3 = useless, no need
4 = not interesting, boring, dislikes it
5 = easy, good at it-
6 = useful for.job and/or travel ,

7 = interesting, likesto speak in"generaland work
with other people :'. .

.

8 = defends on difficulty (ie.if one is good at it,
hOw one does, amount of work iniolved)

9 = depends on,usefulieqs, relationship to job,-
travel . -

.,

10 = depends on interest, how one 'likes it'

4455



19 What do you like si about your Language study?-4
1 = nothin: specific (nothing, undecided, everyt ing

2 = tea r oriented (ie. likes teacher-or spe fic-

ractices of teacher)
= course/pupil interaction ;(ie. ils er elves
course as unusual, interesting, useful, ikes
learning language, likes the adventure he
associates w th the study, may understand
relatives'bet r)

4 = specific content earning about the way
other people e; learning abopt foreign
people and other couptries)

5 ,= specific content (differe es in languages,
learning w words, ne echniques,new things)

6 = writing
7 = speaking (includes saying_ words; learning the

way Qrher, people 'speak;
speaking for itself or to communicate with -

other people_Lnon-utilitarin)
8 = general methodology (practical work; films

pictures)

20 What do you like least about you anguage study?-N
. 1 = nothing specific (11. nothing, uti84Wed,

everything)
2 ; teacher oriented (ie. doesn't like teacher or

specific, practices. of teacher)
3 = course/pupil interaction (ie. boringf useless,

difficult; too much to,learn; can't understand;
confused; hard'to remember; lack of success)

4 = specific"content (ie. specific language
grievances Such as 1German','French', or Italian
hand gestures; gender, differences from English,
.lack of or too much history)

5 = writing (includes dpelling, theory/grammar,,
accents, reading) . .

6 = speaking ( includes saying yords, pronunciation,
communication with other people)

7 = general methodology (tests, homework, Lack of-
excursions, too much repeating)

21 Comparative difficulty of your.language class to your
other subjects

1 = more difficult
.2 2 same - as difficult (includes few. 'other'_

responses:(eg."more diffiCult than sore, lees
difficult than others")

3 = less difficult

22 Comparative interest in your language class
1 - Less interesting than .your other subjects
2 ='same - as interesting (includes the few other'

responses: "am ittmresting as some; tors/less
in-tem:sting thtm-atherm")

3 = more interesting
, 40B
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ILLUSTRATION OF A CROSS-BREAK TABLE

17: Will you-elect 4L study in Form II?
18: Why? (Basis of FL election/non-election)
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EXPLANATION OF S IN CELLS'.

In each, cell the upper fialf is the observed
number of students.

The lower half is,* percent of discpepanoy
bebieen the expected'number.of students' (cal4
culated on the basis of random'placeMent) and
the observed number.

4
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CLUSTER ANALYSIS OF THE VARIABLES

1 21 3 41 5, 6 7 84 9 10 11 112113 14 15161718. lq 20121 121

LI 1 '

I I

1 -1

1

LEGEND

1 sex,
2 musical experience
3 favourite subject-
4 favourite subject -114
5 PLAB interest
5 FL election ,in Form II
7 comparative interest
8 basis of FL election -N
9 bilingualism
10 school - aspiration
11 vocationel.aspiration
12 comparative difficulty
13 vocabulary
l4 sound-symbol

association
15 PLAB total
16 I.Q.'
17 sound 'discrimination
18 language analysis
19 least favourite subject
20 least favourite subject-A
21 what students like most

about present FL study
22 what students like least

about present FL study,

L

Itwo major/iroups
JO

The most,interesting results of the cluster analysis appear in the division intotwo major groups as designated abovs; 'A' and 'B'./

As expected, all the language aptitude subtests cluster together with I.Q. Itis interesting that one's least favourite subject in school (being academic)also clusters with this half of the variables. (Group B)

Howevertmithin,the language aptitude/I.Q. group, language analysis-and ebtihddiscrimination form a subgroup apart fromthe'main cluster, which includes S-Sassociation; vocabiilary-, PLAB total, and I.Q.

As with the results of the correlation matrix, sound-symbol association ndthetotal PLAB are the two variables which cluster most closely (excluding pairs of.variables whichwere,intended to measure 'the same thing, ie. favourite subject,ordinal and non-ordinal; least favourite subject, ordinal and non-ordinal):'In group B, the next closest relationship is with I.Q.; and-then with vocabulary
,What clusters together in Group A, as well as what does nO, is the most inter-_esting. Students. stated 4ntentionto elect'FL study inv rm II as well as'comparative difficulty' of presentj. instruction clusters with the 'non-.ability_variables rather, than with the 'ability" variables.

r.'noriordinal variables.
, 49



-46

Iktercorreiationof tt scores and total scores texcluding'GPA)
for the PIMSLEUR AGEAPTITUDE.DATTERY-for i up' of Sydney

students beginning Fors I. Sex and I.Q. are included. .

_,.

Variable
Nos. t

2 interest '

3 vocabulary

4 language analysis

5 sound discrimination

6 sound - symbol association

7 PLAB total. (2-63

8 I.Q. -

3 ", 4 5 6 7 -I mean id
,

'-\

'
.

.03 .3 .7.27 -.03 .141010,-.19 4.9 2.0
, .20 -,06 .28 .51k .43 5.5 2.6

01- .09 .JC2' .20 , 4.5 1.9

.23 .55 :21 14.4 3.9

\
.74 .54 10.5 5.1

.57 40.7 8.8

99.81 11.0

Intercorrelation of part scores a total scores *excluding GPA)
for the PIMSLEUR LANGUAGE APTI E BATTERY for a sanp of '

1,201 U.S.,students beginning grade

Variable
Nos.

2 interest

3 vocabulary'.

4 language anal5fsis

5 sound diicrimination

6 sound-symbol associat n
7 total (1-6)

2 3

.20

5 6
,

7 8 y 'ma= ed

14 .16 .21 .44

.36 ,30 .46 .71

.26 -.36 .58

F k,

.77'

. _

I.:-

5.2 2.4 ,

8.8 3.6-

5.4 2.5

16.0 4.4

13.4 4.4

59.9 13.2

---'

Means and standard dev ions of variables- categorized ordinally
for a grou f Sydney stUdints beginning Form I

cases, mean S.D.

160 1.6 .5
103 4.9 , 2:0
146 5.5 2.6
146 4.5 1.9
151 ' 14.4 : 3%9
151, N 100S . 5.0-
123 -40..22' '8.t
155 99.8 '11:0
159 1 . 2, . 4'
159 3/.5 .11

"159. 1.7 .8

2 ,. o

2,8 .6
,.2..::

157 1.9 ,e
158 2.1 '.1 ' -

sex ,

interest (PIA8)
vocabulary
language analysis
sound discrimination
sound-symbol association
total PLAB

musical experience
favouritesubject
leastlayouritedubject
school aspiration
vocational aspiratioM
desire to elect FL in Form II
comparative difficulty of present FL study

to other subjects
comparative intitest of present FL study to
other subjects

15 0

156 1.8

153 2,0

9
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6

'FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF PART SCORES AND TOTAL SCORES ON THE
PIMSLEUR LANGUAGE APTITUDE BATTERY FOR A GROUP OF FORM I STUDENTS

AND.RA KED VALUES FOR EACH. SCORE.
_

' part 3 vocabulary

score frequency rank

part 4

* i, score

- language analysis

frequenoi rank' -0, 3 , - 0 5 1
1. '3 5 ,, 1 3 7

,2 9 2 ;10 . i 13
3 --*- 17

.v..11
24 *. ', 3 32 36 - y.- 4 .19 42 ' 4 ., 16 58.

5- 16 . 5 5 22 77
6 10 1 .' 72 6`' 15 96
7 12 83 '7 12 109
8 ;14 c 96 8 3 11.7
9 10 -198 9 4 120
10 41 5 13 10 1 123
11' 2 119
12 2' 121
13 1 , 1.23

part 5

score

- sound discrimination
.,

freqUenci rank

part 6
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.- sound-symbol association,

f;equericy rank
1

2.

1 ,..'
2 ..

. 3

4
1

3
l'
3

5 1 4. 5 1 5
6 2 5 6 3 6
7 6 9 7 9 12
8 8 .16 8- 7 20

,9 6 23' 9 11 '29
10 5 29 10, 4 16
11 9 36 11 13 45
12 8 44 12 16 59
13` '13 55 13, 10 72
14 11 .67 --14 11 83
15 1Q, 77 A- ,5 91
16 7 86 ,16 10 98
17 6 92 17 6 106
`18

,.

' '. 99 18 6 112
19 7 107 19 3 117
20 2'14 111 20. 3 120 ..

21 4 114 1 - '23.- 1 122
22

.e

0
,

23 5
, 119.

24 2 ', 122 ,

part 7 '- 'total *PLO .

Score frequenCy rank-
12' '1 ..._ 1:'
19 1' 2
23 1 `."3

24
J!' ' 4 ,-,

25 5.
26 '''''.. 1 6

,.

27. 3. ..- 7
28 2 ` e
39 11
30' 4 14

. 31 , . 3 18'

32 1' .t.. 3 31 .
33- 1 23 - .

34 .' 4 36
35 ... 5 .31 , .

36 . 5 36
,37 . 3 ;' 40

3ft / 4531 7 -.. 52-
40 . 3' 57

,.,., score frequency rank
41 ` 8 62
.42 3 68

8 73
4 79
4 83

48 89
6 96
2

so,
100

.'

4 103
#

:

,.

107 -.,
3 llb
2 112'.
4 3.15

1 11
.1 119
1 z .12Q
1

.,
121

1 122
123,

.. , 43'

44,

46

48
49
50
51
52
53
54
56
58
40
62.. 61
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